ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

40 CFR part 60
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St andards of Performance for New Stationary Sources;

St andards of Performance for Nonnetallic M neral Processing
Pl ants; Amendnents

AGENCY: Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTION:  Final rule.
SUMVARY: This action pronul gates revisions and
clarifications to several provisions of the standards of

performance for nonnetallic mneral processing plants, which

were proposed in the Federal Register on June 27, 1996

(61 FR 33415). This action presents the final revisions to
the applicability, definitions, test nmethods and procedures,
and reporting and recordkeepi ng requirenents of the
standards, and the basis for those revisions. The affected
I ndustries and nunerical emssion limts remin unchanged.

EFFECTI VE DATE: (insert publication date in

Federal Register). See the Supplenentary Information

section concerning judicial review

ADDRESSES: Docket. Docket No. A-95-46, containing

i nformation considered by the EPA in devel opnment of the
promul gated revisions to the new source perfornance
standards (NSPS) is available for public inspection and

copyi ng between 8:00 a.m and 4:00 p. m, Mnday through
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Friday, at the Air and Radi ation Docket and Information
Center (MC-6102), U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street, SW Washi ngton, DC 20460; tel ephone (202) 260-
7548, fax (202) 260-4000. A reasonable fee may be charged
for copying docket materials.

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: M. WIIliam Neuffer at

(919) 541-5435, Em ssion Standards Division (M>13), U S
EPA, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711.

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON

Regul ated Entities. Entities potentially regul ated by

EPA' s final action on this pronulgated rule are new,

nodi fied, or reconstructed affected facilities in
nonnetal lic mneral processing plants that process any of
the 18 nonnetallic mnerals listed in Table 1.

Table 1. Reqgulated Categories and Entities

Entity Descri ption
Cat egory
| ndustri al : Crushed and broken stone, sand and

gravel, clay, rock salt, gypsum

sodi um conmpounds, pum ce, gilsonite,
tal c and pyrophyllite, boron, barite,
fluorospar, feldspar, diatomte,
perlite, vermculite, mca, and
kyani te processing plants

Federal Governnent: Sane as above

St at e/ Local / Tri bal : Sane as above



The provisions of this final rule apply to the
followng affected facilities at fixed or portable
nonnmetal lic mneral processing plants: each crusher,
grinding mll, screening operation, bucket elevator, belt
conveyor, baggi ng operation, storage bin, enclosed truck or
railcar loading station. To determ ne whether your facility
is regulated by this final action, you should exam ne the
applicability criteria in section 60.670 of the rule. |If
you have questions regarding the applicability of this
action to a particular entity, consult the person listed in
t he precedi ng FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT secti on.

Judi cial Review. Under section 307(b)(1) of the Act,

judicial review of the final rule is available only by
filing a petition for reviewin the U S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Colunbia Crcuit wthin 60 days of
today's publication of this final rule. Under section
307(b)(2) of the Act, the revised requirenents that are the
subj ect of today's notice may not be challenged later in
civil or crimnal proceedings brought by the EPA to enforce
t hese requirenents.

The information presented in this preanble is organi zed
as foll ows:
| . Background and Public Participation

1. Coments and Changes to the Proposed Revisions to the



NSPS
A, Sunmmary of Changes to the Proposed Revi sions
to the NSPS

B. Responses to Comments

[11. Admnistrative Requirenents

A. Docket
Cl ean Air Act Procedural Requirenents

C. Ofice of Managenent and Budget Revi ews
1. Paperwork Reduction Act
2. Executive Oder 12866

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

E. Regulatory Flexibility Act Conpliance

| . Background and Public Participation

St andards of perfornmance for nonnetallic m neral

processing plants were pronulgated in the Federal Register

on August 1, 1985 (50 FR 31328). These standards inpl enent
section 111 of the Cean Air Act and require all new,
nodi fi ed, and reconstructed nonnetallic m neral processing
pl ants to achieve em ssion levels that reflect the best
denonstrated system of continuous em ssion reduction,
considering costs, nonair quality health, and environnental
and energy i npacts.

On January 26, 1995, the National Stone Association

(NSA) petitioned the EPA pursuant to the Cean Air Act and
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the Adm nistrative Procedures Act, to review the existing
NSPS for nonnetallic mneral processing plants (40 CFR Part
60, Subpart O00). In its petition, the NSA and its nenber
conpani es requested the EPA to review and consi der revising,
in particular, the provisions in the NSPS that pertain to
the test nethods and procedures. Also, the NSA requested
that several of the recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
be reduced or elim nated.

Bef ore proposal of the anendnents to the NSPS, neetings
were held with representatives of several conpanies
regul at ed under the NSPS for nonnetallic mneral processing
pl ants and the NSA to di scuss potential changes to the NSPS
(subpart OO0 . The EPA al so received input from
representatives of State and | ocal environnental agencies
before the proposed anmendnents were published in the Federal
Reqi ster.

The anendnments to the new source performance standards
(NSPS) for nonnetallic mneral processing plants were
proposed on June 27, 1996 (61 FR 33415). The public conment
peri od ended on August 26, 1996. |Industry representatives,
regul atory authorities, and environnmental groups had the
opportunity to coment on the proposed revisions and to
provi de additional information during the public comment
period that followed proposal. A public hearing was offered

at proposal to provide interested persons the opportunity
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for oral presentation of data, views, or argunments
concerning the proposed anended rule. However, no one
requested a hearing and, therefore, no hearing was held.
Forty-three comment letters were received. The commenters
I ncl uded i ndustry, one national and several State trade
associ ations, several State regul atory agencies, and one
environmental consultant. These comments were consi dered
and, today's final anended rule reflects consideration of
these comments. The public coments that were received
along with EPA' s responses to the comments on the proposed
anended rule are summarized in this preanble. The sumary
of comments and responses serves as the basis for the
revi sions that have been made to the final anended rule
bet ween proposal and promul gation. The follow ng section
di scusses changes nade as a result of public conments on the
proposed anmendnents to the NSPS. A nore detail ed discussion
of comments and responses is contained in the docket (Docket
No. A-95-46; ItemV-C1.)
1. Coments and Changes to the Proposed Revisions

A. Sunmmary of Changes to the Proposed Revisions

There was general support for the anmendnments which
reduced or elimnated several of the paperwork requirenents
on the industry, greatly reduced the costs of em ssion
testing without sacrificing air quality, provided a table

specifying the applicability of subpart A (General
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Provisions for part 60) to subpart OOO affected facilities,
and clarified that facilities | ocated in underground m nes
are not subject to the NSPS. The comrenters requested
further clarification of the applicability of the NSPS to
certain operations, additional reductions in the Method 9
test duration for certain affected facilities, and further

reductions in the reporting and recordkeepi ng requirenents.

The following is a summary of the changes made to the
proposed revisions as a result of EPA's eval uation of the
public comments. Sone of these changes are clarifications
of EPA's original intent. The rationale for these changes
i s discussed in section Il.B.

1. Section 60.670, Applicability and designation of
affected facility, is revised:

(a) to clarify the original intent of the NSPS that
st and- al one screening operations at plants w thout crushers
or grinding mlls are not subject to the NSPS;

(b) to clarify the original intent of the NSPS that
crushers and grinding mlls at hot mx asphalt facilities
t hat reduce the size of nonnetallic mnerals enbedded in
recycl ed asphalt pavenent, and subsequent affected
facilities in the production line up to, but not including,
the first storage silo or bin are subject to the NSPS; and

(c) to renove the exenption of wet screening and
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associ ated belt conveyors fromall provisions of this
subpart except reporting and recordkeepi ng because these
sources are subject to all provisions of this subpart except
for Method 9 opacity tests.

2. Section 60.671, Definitions, is revised to add a
definition of wet mning operation and to make m nor changes
I n the proposed definition of wet screening operation.

3. Section 60.672, Standard for particulate matter, is
revised to require no visible em ssions from

(a) wet screening operations and subsequent screening
operations, bucket elevators, and belt conveyors in the
production line that process saturated materials up to the
next crusher, grinding mll, or storage bin in the
production |ine;

(b) screening operations, bucket elevators, and belt
conveyors in the production |ine dowstream of wet mning
operations, that process saturated materials up to the first
crusher, grinding mll, or storage bin in the production
l'i ne.

4. Section 60.675, Test nethods and procedures, is
revi sed:

(a) to exenpt fromthe initial requirement in 860.11
for Method 9 em ssion testing;

(i) wet screening operations and subsequent screening

operations, bucket elevators, and belt conveyors in the
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production line that process saturated materials up to the
next crusher, grinding mll, or storage bin in the
production |ine;

(i1) screening operations, bucket elevators, and belt
conveyors in the production |ine downstream of wet m ning
operations, that process saturated materials up to the first
crusher, grinding mll, or storage bin in the production

i ne.

(b) to correct typographical error in paragraph (b).

(c) to allow crushers wi thout em ssion capture systens
to reduce the duration of Method 9 observations of fugitive
em ssions for conpliance from3 hours (thirty 6-m nute
averages) to 1 hour (ten 6-mnute averages) if there are no
i ndi vi dual readings greater than 15 percent opacity and
there are no nore than 3 readi ngs of 15 percent for the
first 1-hour period.

(d) to add wording to clarify that if qualifying
conditions are not net by affected facilities subject to
applicable fugitive emssion limts, then 3 hours, rather
than 1 hour, of Method 9 testing would be required to
determ ne conpliance.

5. Section 60.676, Reporting and recordkeeping, is

revi sed:
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(a) to require that both the address of the hone
office and the current address/location of the portable
aggregate plant be included in the notification of the
actual date of initial startup;

(b) to require the reporting within 30 days of any
affected facility that changes the saturated or unsaturated
nature of the material being proccessed. The affected
facility is then subject to the provisions of the standard

applicable to the type of material being processed.

B. Responses to Connents

Several commenters remarked that the proposed changes
to the rule were an inportant mlestone in EPA s partnering
efforts with the regulated comunity to help reduce the
adm ni strative burden of subpart OO0 whil e maintaining
protection of the health and welfare of the general public.

The coments, the issues they address, and the EPA s
responses to comments are presented in the foll ow ng
sections according to the followng topics: (1)
Applicability; (2) Definitions; (3) Standard for Particul ate
Matter; (4) Test Methods and Procedures; and (5) Reporting
and Recor dkeepi ng.

1. Applicability

(a) Coment One comrenter disagreed with the Agency's
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clarification to exenpt nonnetallic mneral processing
facilities | ocated in underground m nes from Subpart OOO.

Response Underground m ning operations will continue
to be exenpted fromthis regulation. As stated in the
preanble to the proposed anendnents to the new source
performance standards (NSPS) for nonnetal lic m neral
processing plants, this regul ation does not apply to
facilities |ocated in underground m nes because em ssi ons
fromcrushers or other facilities in underground m nes are
vented in the general m ne exhaust and cannot be
di stingui shed fromem ssions fromdrilling and bl asting
operations which are not covered by the regulation. In
addition, a response to a coment in the background
i nformati on docunent for the original promul gated standards
( EPA- 450/ 3- 83-001b, April 1985, page 2-44) stated
specifically that mning operations are not covered under
t he proposed or final standards for nonnetallic m neral
processi ng pl ants.

(b) Conmment Four conmenters were concerned whet her
"wet mning operations"” and subsequent processing of the
m neral material should be subject to this NSPS. Two of
t hese commenters requested EPA to include wet dredging
operations/equi pnent in the definition of "wet screening
operation" to exenpt those operations fromall NSPS

requi renents except for the reporting and recordkeepi ng
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requi renents. One of the two commenters suggested that the
equi pnent exenption include all screening, crushing and
transfer operations (conveyors) associated with dredging
operations up to, but not including, the next crusher,
grinding mll or dry screening operation in the production
line of the plant. According to the commenter, fugitive
dust em ssions fromwet dredging operations have never been
recorded during any site visit by this State agency.

One of the previously nentioned commenters requested
t hat overl and conveyor systens that are transporting sand
and gravel that has been nmined bel ow the water table be
exenpted fromtesting requirenments. An alternative
performance testing programfor these field conveyor systens
previ ously approved by an EPA Regional Ofice was
reconmended. This alternative testing program consisted of
reducing the Method 9 testing from3 hours to 1 hour;
conducting the Method 9 test at the first and | ast transfer
points in a series of transfer points; and waiving the
performance test for all internediate transfer points if no
vi si bl e em ssions are observed at the first and | ast
transfer points. Anot her conment er requested an exenption
fromem ssion testing requirenents or total exenption for
facilities, such as sand and gravel, dredge, and marine
| i mestone, that mne and process a "wet" product with an

i nherent natural noisture content that does not have the
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potential to create em ssions. This commenter stated that
many State agencies already offer testing exenptions for
these types of facilities.

Anot her comrent er suggested adding a definition of
"wet mning operation” in the regulation and revising the
rule to exenpt operations at mning facilities that extract
| i mestone, dolomte or sand and gravel from deposits bel ow
the water table and saturated with water except for
reporting requirenents.

Response The EPA has considered these comments and
agrees that there is no potential for em ssions from belt
conveyors transporting nonnetallic mnerals that are
saturated with water. Also, there is no potential for
em ssions from ot her processes such as screens and bucket
el evators that handle nonnetallic mnerals that are
saturated with water. Therefore, belt conveyors, screening
operations and bucket elevators that process materials
saturated with water fromwet m ning operations up to the
first crusher, grinding mll, or stockpile in the production
line are exenpted fromthe initial Method 9 performance
testing under section 60.11 but are required to have no
vi sible em ssions fromthese sources. The no visible
em ssion standard woul d all ow pl ant and enf orcenent
officials to verify that the materials being processed were

i ndeed saturated with water.
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If an affected facility that processes saturated
material |ater processes unsaturated material, a report of
this change shall be sent to EPA within 30 days of this
change. Also, this affected facility becones subject to the
Met hod 9 opacity test requirenents of this subpart and the
10 percent opacity limt in section 60.672 (b).

As recomrended by the |last nentioned commenter, a
definition of "Wet mning operation" has been added to
"Definitions" in section 60.671 to identify which affected
facilities are exenpt from Method 9 em ssion testing. To
assure no em ssions are possible, the definition will state
that the nonnetallic mneral nust be saturated.

Crushers reduce the size of the process nmaterial and in
so doing increase the surface area of the material being
processed. This crushed material then has new surfaces
whi ch are not saturated and have the potential to create air
em ssions. Therefore, crushers at dredgi ng operations are
not exenpt.

(c) Conmment A comrenter requested clarification
whet her the NSPS applies to stand-al one screeni ng operations
at plants w thout any crushers.

Response The comrenter is correct that EPA did not
intend to regul ate stand-al one screeni ng operations at
pl ants that have no crushers. Subpart 000 affected

facilities begin with the initial crushing or grinding
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operation at the plant. Plants that do not enploy crushing
or grinding, by definition, are not considered nonnetallic
m neral processing plants and thus are not subject to
Subpart OOQ.

(d) Coment One comrenter supported the proposed
exenption of wet screening operations and associ at ed
conveyors and recomended that the wet screening exenption
be expanded to include all pieces of equipnent where the use
of water is necessary to the operation of the process, such
as pugmlls. Another comrenter believed that the term"dry"
in the definition of wet screening operati on was conf usi ng
because a screen operated downstream froma wash screen wl |l
handle material that is saturated by the wash process.

Al so, anot her comrenter recomended that the wet screening

operations and associ at ed downstream conveyors exenption be

expanded to include | oadout bins and ot her wet process
oper at i ons.

Response Equi pnent ot her than crushers and grindi ng
mlls where the use of water may be necessary to the
operation, such as pugmlls used for reblending of materials
at the end of the process, are not affected facilities and
therefore not subject to Subpart OO0 Therefore, no further
change has been nade to expand the wet screening exenption

as requested by the first-nenti oned commenter.
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Screening is the process by which material is separated
according to size. Screening may be perfornmed either wet or
dry. Wet screening where the product is saturated with
wat er renoves material fromthe product, such as silt, clay,
grit, etc., or separates nmarketable fines by a washing
process and there is no potential for air em ssions.

Wet screeni ng operations, which use a washi ng process,
and subsequent screeni ng operations, bucket elevators, and
belt conveyors up to the next crusher, grinding mll, or
storage bin are also exenpt from Method 9 initia
performance tests per section 60.11 and are required to neet
a no visible em ssions standard. To assure there is no
potential for em ssions fromthese operations follow ng the
wet screens, the material that is being processed is
required to be saturated. The no visible em ssion standard

is a neans for both plant and enforcenment personnel to

verify that the material being processed is indeed
sat ur at ed.

If an affected facility processes saturated nateri al
| at er processes unsaturated material, a report of this
change shall be sent to EPA within 30 days of this change.
Al so, this affected facility becones subject to the Method 9
opacity test requirenments of this subpart and the opacity

limt in section 60.672 (b).
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(e) Comment A commenter requested clarification as to
whet her recycl ed asphalt operations are covered under the
NSPS. The comenter attached a neno from an EPA Regi on
whi ch stated that during a visit to a recycled asphalt
facility, nonnmetallic mnerals of two to three inches within
the recycled asphalt were being crushed to I ess than half an
inch. The Region stated if the nonnetallic mneral is
crushed or ground by a recycled asphalt crusher, the crusher
woul d be subject to this NSPS.

Response The EPA concurs with this determ nation as
this is the intent of the rule. A new, nodified or
reconstructed asphalt crusher or grinding mll that reduces
the size of a nonnetallic mneral enbedded in recycled
asphalt pavenent and subsequent affected facilities up to,
but not including, the storage silo or bin at a hot mx
asphalt facility are subject to Subpart OOO. A sentence has
been added to Section 60.670 Applicability that such a

crusher or grinding mll is subject to this NSPS.

2. Definitions.

(a) Comment Three commenters fully supported the
Agency's exenption of wet screening operations, except for
reporting and recordkeeping fromthe NSPS, but requested
that the definition of "wet screening operation" be revised

to renove the term"conpletely” in the definition because
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they believe it gives the connotation that the rock is wet
t hroughout and because the termis subject to various
interpretations by industry and regul atory personnel. In
addition, one commenter requested that the Agency change the
term"unwanted material to "fines" in the definition. Quite

often the "unwanted material," or fines, that are washed
fromthe rock surface on a washing screen are collected and
sold as a natural or manufactured sand or other marketable
product. Also, one commenter suggested that the definition
of wet screening operation be changed to a definition of
"wet process" to include other wet process operations such
as | og washers, classifiers, sand screws, pugmlls, belt
presses, and dewatering screens. However, if this change is
not nmade, then he reconmended further defining the terns
"saturated" and "unwanted material" to avoid numerous
interpretation conflicts.

Response After review and consideration of these
comments, the EPA has deci ded to make changes in the
definition of "wet screening operation.” The term
"conpl etely" has been deleted fromthe definition.
"Saturated" is defined as "to soak or |load to capacity" and
therefore the term"conpletely” is not necessary to convey
the intent. Al so, the revised definition includes the

separation of marketable fines and now nore closely

descri bes the types of screening operations in the wet/wash
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end of a nonnetallic mnerals processing plant w thout
changing the original intent of the definition. It is not
necessary to define "unwanted material”™ in the definition,
whi ch could include silt, grit, etc., as requested.

"Wet screening operation” is the appropriate termto be
defined, not "wet process" as suggested by one of the
commenters. The other processes cited are not affected
facilities and therefore are not subject to this NSPS. As
stated in the preanble to the proposed anendnents, there is
no potential for air em ssions fromeither screening or
conveyi ng operations in the wash process.

3. Test Methods and Procedures

(a) Comment Several commenters maintained that the
cost of dual conpliance tests for both the stack em ssion
limt and stack opacity standard was prohibitive to the
i ndustry and requested that Method 9 testing be the sole
test for conpliance of any affected facility. In addition,
anot her commenter disagreed with the dual stack em ssion
testing of particulate and opacity which he believes greatly
i ncreases the testing costs with no data to support the
envi ronment al benefits.

Response This NSPS requires an initial performnce
test to neasure the concentration of particulate matter in
stack em ssions for each affected facility because the EPA

has found that facilities wwth simlar control devices may
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not have the same em ssions characteristics due to variabl es
in the processes, process operating conditions, and control
system design, installation, and operation. Because of this
variability, performance tests are necessary to denonstrate
the capability of each facility to neet the PM em ssion
limt. The stack opacity test is used as a conti nuing
conpliance tool during any subsequent inspections by State
and | ocal air pollution agency personnel. During the
devel opnent of this NSPS, the cost of perfornmance testing
was estimated and found to be reasonabl e and no new data was
subnmitted by the comrenter.

(b) Conmment Two national trade associations and one
State trade association stated that many nonnetal lic m neral
producers that use encl osed aggregate storage bins often
have nore than one of these bins ducted to a fabric filter
coll ection system and requested that the NSPS require only
Method 9 testing for single fabric filter systens that
control em ssions fromnore than one encl osed storage bin.

Response As stated in the preanble to the proposed
anendnents to the NSPS, Method 5 testing cannot be perforned
for baghouses that only control em ssions fromi ndividual,
encl osed storage bins due to very low air flows from
i ndi vidual, enclosed storage bins. However, if em ssions
fromnultiple storage bins are ducted to a single fabric

collection system the air flowis high enough for Method 5
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testing, accordingly, the conbined em ssions are subject to
both Method 5 stack em ssion testing and Method 9 opacity
testing for determ ning conpliance. This requirenent is
specified in section 60.672(9).

(c) Comment A commenter referred to the original
proposed rule for subpart OO0 that was published on
August 31, 1983 (48 FR 39574), which stated that
"Performance tests would not be required for fugitive
em ssion sources.” Fugitive em ssions as defined in that
proposal include em ssions fromcrushers, conveyors, and
screens that have no capture system According to the
commenter, neither the current rule nor the proposed anended
rule for Subpart OO0 contain | anguage that would require
performance testing imedi ately after startup for fugitive
em ssion sources. According to the conmenter, sections
60. 675(b) and (c) explain only how to determ ne conpliance
for the fugitive emssion |imtations, not that perfornmance
testing is required. The State agency requested that the
wordi ng, and true intent, of subpart OO0 be clarified so as
to explicitly state whether performance testing for fugitive
em ssions is required.

Response The intent of subpart OOOis to require
initial conpliance testing for fugitive em ssions from
applicable affected facilities. The commenter referred to

the statenment in the proposed rul e published on August 31,
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1983 at page 48 FR 39574. This statenent was in regard to
performance tests by Method 5, which are not applicable to
fugitive em ssion sources. It was not intended to exenpt
fugitive em ssion sources frominitial conpliance using
Met hod 9 or Method 22 as appropriate.

Section 60.8 of the CGeneral Provisions for 40 CFR Part
60 requires performance testing for affected facilities in
each subpart (regulation) and section 60.11 contains
requi rements for conpliance with opacity standards. Each
subpart specifies the applicable test nethods and any
additional test procedures or exenptions specific to the
affected facility being regulated. The test nethods and
procedures for affected facilities under subpart OOO
section 60.675, require performance tests on fugitive
em ssion sources. This is also indicated by the General
Provi sions requirenents which are included in Table 1 of
section 60.670 in these anendnents to this NSPS. This Table
has been added to nmake clear in the regulation itself the
requi renents of this NSPS.

(d) Conment There was total support in the public
comments for the proposed reduction of visible em ssion
testing from3 hours to 1 hour (subject to the |evel of
vi si bl e em ssions observed during the first hour) for
fugitive em ssion sources. However, one commenter stated

that since crushers without capture systens are allowed 15
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percent opacity, a 3-hour test should not be required if
three 10 percent opacity readings are observed in the first
hour. The comenter asserted that a crusher operating
uniformy at 5 percent opacity with several 10 percent puffs
or constantly at 10 percent is well within conpliance.
Several commenters also strongly believe that affected
facilities should be allowed to denonstrate conpliance
during the 1-hour test with the existing opacity limts that
are applicable for each affected facility, i.e., 15 percent
for crushers at which a capture systemis not used and 10
percent for other affected facilities as required in the
NSPS.

Response The proposed revised rule did not change the
exi sting 15 percent opacity limt for crushers wthout
capture systens as interpreted by several of the comenters,
nor did the proposed revised rule allow the Method 9 test
reduction from3 hours to 1 hour for these crushers.

However, the EPA' s review of visible emssion data submtted
by a State agency for crushers w thout capture systens
showed that these crushers generally had no em ssions during
1- hour Method 9 observations. The visible em ssion data was
from crushers using wet suppression and from screens and
conveyor transfer points wthout capture systenms. The test
data showed 3 crushers with all Method 9 readings at O

percent and 1 crusher with a few readings at 5 percent; 1
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conveyor (prior to crushing) test showed several readings at
10 percent and sone at 15 percent. Therefore, based on this
test data, the Method 9 em ssion test period for crushers
W t hout capture systens is reduced from3 hours to 1 hour to
denonstrate conpliance with the 15 percent fugitive
emssions limt if there are no individual readings greater
than 15 percent opacity and there are no nore than 3
readi ngs of 15 percent for the first 1-hour period. |If
these qualifying conditions are not net during the first
hour, then testing of crushers wthout capture systens would
be required for 3 hours.

(e) Conmment According to one conmenter, the proposed
revisions fail to specify what an inspector or industry
personnel nust do to denonstrate conpliance if visible
em ssions are seen using Method 22 outside a building which
does not conply with section 60.672(e). The conmenter
stated that the inspector nust enter the building in these
cases. As an exanple, the comenter cited an incident that
t ook place after pronulgation of the original rule in which
an EPA inspector found it inpossible to read opacity inside
a building located at a rock crushing plant due to the | ack
of proper visibility. The commenter stated that in sone
cases there was no roomfor an inspector to enter, much | ess
read the opacity fromaffected facilities. The commenter

also referred to OSHA rul es which define such structures as
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confined spaces and cauti on agai nst exposing personnel to
such dangers. The commenter recommended that if visible
em ssions are seen outside the building and it is unsafe to
enter the building then Method 9 readi ngs should be taken
outside the building. The recommended opacity limt woul d
be the sane as al |l owed under section 60.672 (b) or (c).
Response The comenter was concerned that the

original rule failed to address what nust be done if the
visible emssion requirenents that apply to em ssions
observed outside the building are not net. Section
60.672(e)(standard for particulate matter) clearly states
that conpliance is shown by conplying with either 60.672
(a),(b) and (c) or by conplying with 60.672(e). Also, the
requi renents are discussed in the preanble for the final
rul e published on August 1, 1985; at 50 FR 31333 and 31334.
Accordingly, no change is required to the regulation

This NSPS is a national standard and it is inpossible
to prepare a regul ation that addresses every possible
situation. This NSPS gives industry flexibility by giving
them the option of conplying with 60.672(e) or with 60.672
(a), (b) and (c). Section 60.672(e) allows no visible
em ssions froma building except froma vent. Em ssion
limts froma vent are the sane as for any stack em ssions;
0.05 g/dscm and 7 percent opacity. Thus, by conplying with

Section 60.672(e) no one is required to enter the buil ding.
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Sections 60.672 (a),(b) and (c) limt the stack em ssions as
nmenti oned above as well as setting Method 9 opacity limts
for fugitive em ssions fromindividual affected facilities.
If Method 9 limts are set for the building as suggested by
the commenter, there is the potential of allowing dilution
air to be added to general building ventilation. Also, the
Met hod 9 opacity limts for fugitive em ssions as shown in
Sections 60.672 (b) and (c) are based on em ssion test data
obt ai ned whil e observing em ssions fromindividual affected
facilities such as crushers and belt conveyors and not from
bui | di ngs contai ning these affected facilities. Therefore,
there will be no change made to the proposed revisions based
on this coment.

(f) Conment One comenter recomended waiving the
Met hod 9 opacity conpliance testing requirenent for screens
and conveyor transfer points subject to this NSPS pursuant
to section 60.8(b)(4) of the General Provisions, subpart A
(whi ch waives the requirenent for perfornmance tests because
an owner or operator has denonstrated conpliance to EPA by
ot her neans). The comenter based this request on nore than
80 em ssions evaluations perforned at nonnetallic m neral
processing plants during the past nine years whi ch denon-
strate that these affected facilities are in conpliance with
the opacity standard for fugitive em ssions. |f a waiver of

the initial testing requirenment is not granted, it was
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suggested that the cut-off point as applied to the testing
requi rement for 3 hours of testing be 50 percent of the
| ar gest applicable federally enforceabl e opacity standard.

A Regional Air Pollution Control Agency provided copies
of a nunmber of actual Method 9 observation sheets that
illustrated their experience of gathering nostly "zeros"
when conducting the Subpart OOO vi si bl e em ssion readi ngs
and offered these as corroboration that the proposed Mthod
9 testing reduction from3 hours to 1 hour, if there is not
a visible em ssion problem should be promul gated. The
vi sibl e em ssion data were from crushers using wet
suppression and from screens and conveyor transfer points.

Response Wth regard to the first comment, the EPA
does not believe that a waiver of the initial conpliance
testing requirenment for screening operations and conveyor
transfer points is justified under section 60.8(b)(4). A
Met hod 9 perfornmance test is only required one tinme
(initially) under the regulation. This performance test is
necessary to denonstrate that the capture systemis properly
designed, installed and operated to conply with this NSPS.
The em ssion test data submtted by the | ocal agency support
the use of this performance test. As to the suggestion that
the cut-off point for requiring 3 hours of testing be 50
percent of the |argest applicable federally enforceable

opacity standard, the EPA believes that the proposed
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qual i fying conditions in section 60.675(d) (no reading
greater than 10 percent or 3 readings equal to 10 percent)

are nore appropriate since these were based on several

em ssion tests submtted by industry and air pollution
control agencies. No emi ssion test data were submtted by
t he comment er

(g0 Coment A commenter requested further
consideration of alternate testing procedures for periodic
operations such as encl osed storage bins and | oadout
stations. The commenter provi ded procedures approved
previously by an EPA Regional Ofice and requested that
t hese procedures be incorporated into the final rule. The
EPA Regional Ofice agreed that if a storage tank's baghouse
exhaust is in conpliance with this NSPS by using Method 9,
Met hod 5 particulate em ssion testing would not be required.
Al so the EPA Regional O fice approved Method 9 testing that
was conducted over two or three | oading cycles of the
product storage tank in lieu of 3 hours of Method 9
observations. For truck | oadout stations, 30 m nutes of
vi sibl e em ssion testing were all owed.

Response As noted by the comrenter, the proposed
anended rul e, section 60.672(f), requires individual,
encl osed storage bins to only conply with the opacity

standard. Also, the testing period has been reduced from
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three hours to one hour. Section 60.8(b) of the CGeneral
Provisions allows the use of alternatives to perfornmance
testing based on the review and approval by EPA of rel evant
supporting information. The supporting data and i nformation
in requests for alternative testing are evaluated for
approval by EPA on a case-by-case basis. Even though these
alternate testing procedures that reduced the duration of
Met hod 9 testing were approved by EPA under certain
conditions for certain affected facilities, no em ssion test
data were submitted to warrant incorporating these changes
into the final rule for regulating such affected facilities
t hroughout the entire industry.

4. Reporting and Recordkeepi ng Requirenents

(a) Comment Several commenters were opposed to the
requi rement under section 60.4(a) of the General Provisions
that all notifications, reports, etc. be sent in duplicate
to both the EPA Regional Ofice and one copy to the State
regul atory agency, provided the State has been del egated
authority for the NSPS. Al so, the commenters reconmended
that if the State has been del egated authority for this
NSPS, notifications, reports, etc. should only be sent to
the States. According to the commenters, for those States
not del egated NSPS authority, notifications and
correspondence should be sent only to the appropriate EPA

Regi onal O fice.
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Response The submttals of duplicate copies of
notifications, reports, etc. to the EPA Regional Ofices and
a copy to State agencies with del egated authority are needed
so that both groups can keep track of this NSPS.

The commenters are correct that if a State has not been
del egated authority; notifications, reports, etc. are
required to be sent only to the appropriate EPA Regi onal
Ofice.

(b) Comment One conmenter suggested that EPA consi der
the use of fax or tel ephone notifications to States of the
date of actual construction and initial start-up.

Response On Septenber 11, 1996 (61 FR 47840),
revisions to the General Provisions, subpart A 40 CFR Parts
60, 61, and 63, were proposed allow ng the use of electronic
notifications if approved by the relevant permtting
aut hority.

(c) Coment One comrenter supported the proposed
revision that allowed a single notification for the actual
date of initial startup for nultiple affected facilities
that plan to begin initial startup simultaneously (on the
sane day), in circunstances where, due to delays and the
time required to install the affected facilities, startup of
every affected facilities does not occur at the sane tine.
Due to these different startup tines, the commenter

requested a single notification of startup for all affected
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facilities that startup within a 30-day tinefrane.

Response |If a 30-day wi ndow were allowed, sufficient
prior notification to the State or | ocal agencies for the
first affected facilities that comrence operations woul d not
be provided. Conpanies that choose to submt a single
notification of initial startup for multiple affected
facilities nust do appropriate planning to avoid such
si mul t aneous equi pnent installation delays. |f such
equi pnent installation delays cannot be avoi ded, then a
notification of initial startup for each affected facility
is required. Accordingly, a change to accommodate this
request is not appropriate.

(d) Conment One conmenter requested that the Agency
elimnate the notification in subpart A, General Provisions,
section 60.7(a)(1l), of the date of when construction
commences of an affected facility (postmarked no | ater than
30 days after construction commences) because the conpany
did not believe it served any useful purpose.

Response The requirenent under the CGeneral Provisions,
section 60.7(a)(1), for an owner or operator to notify the
EPA or State agencies of the date of construction of an
affected facility is necessary for tracking purposes and
enforcenent. The EPA or State agencies enforcing the
standards have to track, or keep records of, new equi pnent

at both new plants and capacity expansions at existing
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plants. Adm nistrative reporting and recordkeepi ng
requi renments for these standards are simlar to those for
ot her NSPS.

(e) Comment One commenter suggested that under
section 60.676(i), the current address/location be included
in the notification of the actual date of initial startup of
each affected facility. Many aggregate processing plants
are portable, and are routinely noved from pl ace-t o-pl ace.
In the past, this has led to confusion on where the plant is
| ocated and where the visible em ssion observations are
going to take place. Currently, portable aggregate
processing plants in the particular State retain the
identification address fromthe owner/operator's business
headquarters. Wen the portable plant is relocated, it is
still identified with that home office address even though
it is actually |ocated el sewhere.

Response The EPA agrees that, in the case of portable
plants that are routinely noved from place to place, the
current address/location should be included in the
notification of the actual date of initial startup of such
portable plants. Therefore, section 60.676(i) of the final
anended rul e has been revised to require both the hone
of fice address and the current address/l|ocation of the
portabl e pl ant.

(f) Comment One aggregate conpany requested 14 days



33
|l ead tine, in lieu of 30 days for notifications of
rel ocation of portable plants and other notifications such
as em ssion testing and date of construction because
portabl e plants have trouble anticipating the new | ocation
30 days in advance.

Response Notifications of relocations of portable
plants are a requirenent of individual State and | ocal
agencies. For notifications of em ssion testing, these
agenci es need adequate notice so that they can observe
opacity and em ssion testing. Personnel fromthese agencies
have stated they need 30 days prior notice to adequately
plan to attend opacity and em ssion testing. The
requi renents for other notifications have decreased. The
notification requirenment of the actual date of initial
startup under section 60.7(a)(2) is already 15 days and the
anticipated date of initial startup requirenment under
section 60.7(a)(2) has already been waived under subpart
O00. Therefore, no additional changes in notification |ead
ti mes have been nmade for portable plants.

I[I. Admnistrative Requirenents

A.  Docket

The docket is an organized and conplete file of all the
i nformati on considered by the EPA in the devel opnent of this
final rul emaking. The docket is a dynamc file, since

material is added throughout the rul enmaki ng process. The
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princi pal purposes of the docket are: (1) to allow
interested parties to identify and | ocate docunents so that
they can effectively participate in the rul emaki ng process
and (2) to serve as the official record in case of judicial
review [except for interagency review materials (section
307(d)(7)(A) of the Act)].

B. Clean Air Act Procedural Requirenents

1. The effective date of this revised regulation is

(I'nsert publication date in Federal Register). Section

111(b) (1) (B) of the CAA provides that standards of
performance or revisions thereof becone effective upon
pronul gation and apply to affected facilities of which the
construction or nodification was commenced after the date of
proposal , June 27, 1996.

2. Adm nistrator Listing--Under section 111 of the
Act, establishnent of standards of perfornmance for
nonnetal lic mneral processing plants was preceded by the
Adm ni strator’s determ nation (40 CFR 60. 16, 44 FR 49222,
dated August 21, 1979) that these sources contribute
significantly to air pollution which may reasonably be
anticipated to endanger public health or welfare.

3. External Participation--In accordance with section
117 of the Act, publication of the final revisions to the
NSPS was preceded by consultation with a national trade

associ ati on conposed of 570 nenber conpani es and several
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St at es.

4. Econom c | npact Assessnent--Section 317 of the Act
requires the Admnistrator to prepare an econom c i npact
assessnent for any new source standard of performance
promul gated under section 111(b) of the Act. Today's fi nal
anmended rule is for clarifications and mnor revisions to
the applicability, definitions, test nmethods and procedures,
and reporting and recordkeepi ng sections of the regul ation.
No additional controls or other costs are being incurred as
a result of these revisions. The final anended rule woul d
result in a cost savings for the industry (reduction of
certain testing and recordkeepi ng and reporting
requi renents) and the EPA and State/local agencies
(reduction in staff tinme needed to review fewer reports).
Therefore, no econonic inpact assessnment for the proposed or
final revisions to the rule was conduct ed.

C. Ofice of Managenent and Budget Revi ews

1. Paper wor K Reducti on Act

As required by the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA), 44
U S C 3501 et seq., an "information collection request”
(ICR) docunent has been prepared by the EPA (I CR No.
1084.05) to reflect the revised/reduced information
requi renents of the final revised regulation and a copy may
be obtained from Sandy Farnmer, OPPE Regul atory I nfornmation

Division (2136), U S. Environnental Protection Agency, 401 M
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St., S.W, Washington, DC 20460, or by calling (202) 260-
2740.

Under the existing NSPS, the industry recordkeeping and
reporting burden and costs for an owner or operator of a new
nonnetal lic mneral processing plant were estimted at 820
hours and $27,060 for the first year of operation. The vast
majority of the estimated hours (670) was attributed to
requi red Method 5 and Method 9 performance testing of
affected facilities. Under the final revised NSPS, a 1-hour
Method 9 test is allowed in lieu of the Method 5 test for
i ndi vi dual, encl osed storage bins. In addition, the
duration of Method 9 tests for fugitive em ssion sources has
been reduced from3 hours to 1 hour if qualifying conditions
are nmet as discussed in Section I1.3.3.d. Also, plant
owners or operators are allowed to submt one notification
of actual startup for several affected facilities in a
production line that begin operation the sanme day, in lieu
of multiple notifications for each affected facility. The
final revised NSPS is al so waiving the General Provisions
requirenent to submt a notification of anticipated startup
for each affected facility. Therefore, the revised annual
estimated i ndustry recordkeepi ng and reporting burden and
costs for an owner or operator of a new nonnetallic m neral
processing plant are 480 hours and $16, 000, the mgjority of

which is due to performance testing. This represents an



37
estimated reduction in the average annual recordkeeping and
reporting burden of 340 hours and $11, 000 per plant. This
collection of information is estimated to have an average
annual governnent recordkeeping and reporting burden of 320
hours over the first 3 years. Burden neans the total tine,
effort, or financial resources expended by persons to
generate, nmaintain, retain or disclose or provide
information to or for a Federal agency. This includes the
time needed to review instructions; devel op, acquire,
install, and utilize technol ogy and systens for the purposes
of collecting, validating, and verifying information,
processi ng and mai ntaining informati on, and di scl osi ng and
providing information; adjust the existing ways to conply
wi th any previously applicable instructions and
requirenents; train personnel to be able to respond to a
collection of information; search data sources; conplete and
review the collection of information; and transmt or
ot herwi se disclose the information.

An Agency nmay not conduct or sponsor, and a person is
not required to respond to a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OVB control nunber.
The OMB control nunbers for EPA's regulations are listed in
40 CFR part 9 and 48 CFR chapter 15.

2. Executive Oder 12866 Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 [58 FR 51735 (Cctober 4,
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1993)], the EPA nust determ ne whether the final regulatory
action is "significant" and therefore subject to the Ofice
of Managenent and Budget (OMVB) review and the requirenents
of this Executive Order to prepare a regul atory i npact
analysis (RIA). The Order defines "significant" regul atory
action as one that is likely to result in a rule that my:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of $100
mllion or nore or adversely affect in a material way the
econony, a sector of the econony, productivity, conpetition,
jobs, the environment, public health or safety in State,
| ocal or tribal governnents or conmunities;

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or otherw se

interfere with an action taken or planned by anot her agency;

(3) Materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenments, grants, user fees or |oan prograns or the
rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of
| egal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
principles set forth in the Executive O der

Pursuant to the terns of Executive Order 12866, it has
been determned that the final revisions to the NSPS are
"not significant” because none of the above criteria are
triggered by the final revisions. The final anmended rule

woul d decrease the cost of conplying with the revised NSPS.
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D. Unfunded Mandates Act

Under section 202 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 ("Unfunded Mandates Act"), signed into | aw on
March 22, 1995, the EPA nust prepare a budgetary inpact
statenent to acconpany any proposed or final standards that
i nclude a Federal mandate that nmay result in estinmated costs
to State, local, or tribal governnents, or to the private
sector, of, in the aggregate, $100 mllion or nore. Under
section 205, the EPA nust select the nost cost-effective and
| east burdensone alternative that achi eves the objectives of
the standard and is consistent wwth statutory requirenents.
Section 203 requires the EPA to establish a plan for
i nform ng and advi sing any small governnments that may be

significantly or uniquely inpacted by the standards.

The EPA has determ ned that today's action, which
pronmul gates revisions and clarifications to the existing
regul ati on, decreases the cost of conpliance with this final
revised regulation. Also, the final revised regul ati on does
not contain any requirenents that apply to State, |ocal or
tribal governments. Therefore, the requirenents of the
Unf unded Mandates Act do not apply to this final action.

E. Requlatory Flexibility Act Conpli ance

The Regul atory Flexibility Act (RFA) (5 U. S.C. 601 et

seq.) requires Federal agencies to give special
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consideration to the inpact of regulations on snal
entities, which are small busi nesses, small organizations,
and small governnents. The nmmjor purpose of the RFAis to
keep paperwork and regul atory requirenments fromgetting out
of proportion to the scale of the entities being regul ated,
W t hout conprom sing the objectives of, in this case, the
Clean Air Act.

If a regulation is likely to have a significant
econom ¢ i npact on a substantial nunber of small entities,
the EPA nmay give special consideration to those snal
entities when analyzing regulatory alternatives and drafting
the regulation. The inpact of this regulation upon smal
busi nesses was anal yzed as part of the econon c inpact
anal ysis performed for the proposed standards for the
nonmetal lic mnerals processing plants (48 FR 39566,

August 31, 1983). As a result of this analysis, plants
operating at snmall capacities were exenpted fromthe

requi renents of the standards. Today's final revisions to
the standards do not affect these exenpted small plants;
that is, they continue to be exenpted fromthe standards.
In addition, the main thrust of the final revisions to the
standards is a reduction of the reporting and recordkeeping
requi renents for owners and operators of all affected
facilities.

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 605(b), I hereby
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certify that this final anmended rule will not have a
significant econom c inpact on a substantial nunber of small
entities because the inpact of the final anmended rule is not
significant.
LI ST OF SUBJECTS IN 40 CFR PART 60

Envi ronnmental protection, Air pollution control,
I ncorporation by reference, Intergovernnental relations,
Nonnetal lic m neral processing plants, Reporting and

recor dkeepi ng requi renents.
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St andards of Performance for New Stationary Sources:;

St andards of Performance for Nonnetallic M neral Processing

Pl ants: Anendnents:; p.40 of 52

Dat ed: Carol M Browner
Adm ni strat or
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For the reasons set out in the preanble, 40 CFR Part

60, Subpart OO0 is anended to read as foll ows:
PART 60 -- STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE FOR NEW STATI ONARY
SOQURCES

1. The authority citation for part 60 continues to
read as follows:

AUTHORITY: 42 U. S.C. 7401, 7411, 7413, 7414,
7416, 7601 and 7602.

2. Section 60.670 is anended by revising
par agraphs (a) and (d)(2), and addi ng paragraph (f) to read
as foll ows:
8§ 60.670 Applicability and designation of affected
facility.

(a) (1) Except as provided in paragraphs (a)(2), (b),
(c), and (d) of this section, the provisions of this subpart
are applicable to the following affected facilities in fixed
or portable nonnetallic mneral processing plants: each
crusher, grinding mll, screening operation, bucket
el evator, belt conveyor, baggi ng operation, storage bin,
encl osed truck or railcar loading station. Also, crushers
and grinding mlls at hot mx asphalt facilities that reduce
the size of nonnetallic mnerals enbedded in recycled
asphalt pavenent and subsequent affected facilities up to,
but not including, the first storage silo or bin are subject

to the provisions of this subpart.
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(2) The provisions of this subpart do not apply to the
follow ng operations: all facilities |ocated in underground
m nes; and stand-al one screening operations at plants
W t hout crushers or grinding mlls.

* * * * *

(d) ***

(2) An owner or operator conplying wth paragraph
(d)(1) of this section shall submt the information required
in 860.676(a).

* * * * *

(f) Table 1 of this subpart specifies the provisions
of subpart A of this Part 60 that apply and those that do
not apply to owners and operators of affected facilities

subject to this subpart.

TABLE 1. APPLI CABILITY OF SUBPART A TO SUBPART OOO

Applies to

Subpart A Reference Subpart OO0  Comrent
60.1, Applicability Yes
60. 2, Definitions Yes
60. 3, Units and abbrevi ati ons Yes
60. 4, Address - (a) Yes

(b) Yes
60. 5, Deter. of construction Yes

or nodification



60. 6,

60. 7,

60. 8,

60. 9,

60. 10,

Revi ew of pl ans

Notification and
recor dkeepi ng

Perf or mance tests

Avail ability of
i nfornmati on

State authority

45

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Except in
(a) (2)
report of
anti ci pat ed
dat e of
initial
startup is
not required
[ section

60. 676(h)].

Except in
(d), after 30
days notice
for an
initially
schedul ed

per f ormance
test, any
reschedul ed
per f or mance
test requires 7
days noti ce,
not 30 days

[ section

60. 675(9)].



60.

60.
60.
60.
60.
60.
60.

60.

60.

11,

12,
13,
14,
15,
16,

17,

18,

19,

3.

Conpl i ance with
st andar ds and
mai nt enance
requirenments.

G rcunventi on

Moni toring requirenents

Mbdi fi cati on
Reconstructi on
Priority list

| ncor porations by
ref erence

CGeneral control device

General notification
and reporting
requirenents

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Except in
(b) under
certain
condi ti ons

[ section

60. 675(c) (3)
and (c)(4)],
Met hod 9
observati on
may be
reduced from
3 hours to

1 hour. Sone
affected
facilities
exenpt ed
from Met hod
9 tests

[ section 60.675

(h)].

Fl ares wil |
not be used
to conmply
with the

em SSi on
limts.

Section 60.671 is anended by adding in al phabeti cal

order the definitions of Wet mining operation and Wt
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screeni ng operation to read as foll ows:

8 60.671 Definitions.

* * * * *

Wt m ning operation neans a mning or dredging

operation designed and operated to extract any nonnetallic
m neral regul ated under this subpart from deposits existing
at or below the water table, where the nonnetallic m neral
is saturated with water.

Wet screening operation nmeans a screeni ng operation at

a nonnetallic mneral processing plant which renoves
unwanted material or which separates nmarketable fines from
t he product by a washing process which is designed and
operated at all tinmes such that the product is saturated
with water.
* * * * *

4. Section 60.672 is anended by renoving the word "or"
and adding the word "and" after paragraph (a)(1l); by
revi sing paragraphs (b) and (c); and by addi ng paragraphs
(f), (g), and (h) to read as foll ows:
8§ 60.672 Standard for particulate matter

(a) ***

(1) Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.05
g/ dscm and

(2) ***

(b) On and after the sixtieth day after achieving the
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maxi mum production rate at which the affected facility wll
be operated, but not later than 180 days after initial
startup as required under 860.11 of this part, no owner or
operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shal
cause to be discharged into the atnosphere from any transfer
poi nt on belt conveyors or fromany other affected facility
any fugitive em ssions which exhibit greater than 10 percent
opacity, except as provided in paragraphs (c), (d), and (e)
of this section.

(c) On and after the sixtieth day after achieving the
maxi mum production rate at which the affected facility wll
be operated, but not later than 180 days after initial
startup as required under 860.11 of this part, no owner or
operator shall cause to be discharged into the atnosphere
fromany crusher, at which a capture systemis not used,
fugitive em ssions which exhibit greater than 15 percent
opacity.

* * * * *

(f) On and after the sixtieth day after achieving the
maxi mum production rate at which the affected facility wll
be operated, but not later than 180 days after initial
startup as required under 860.11 of this part, no owner or
operator shall cause to be discharged into the atnosphere
from any baghouse that controls em ssions fromonly an

i ndi vi dual, encl osed storage bin, stack em ssions which
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exhibit greater than 7 percent opacity.

(g0 Omers or operators of nultiple storage bins with
conbi ned stack em ssions shall conply with the em ssion
limts in paragraph (a)(1) and (a)(2) of this section.

(h) ©On and after the sixtieth day after achieving the
maxi mum production rate at which the affected facility wll
be operated, but not later than 180 days after initial
startup, no owner or operator shall cause to be discharged
into the atnosphere any visible em ssions from

(1) wet screening operations and subsequent screening
operations, bucket elevators, and belt conveyors that
process saturated nmaterial in the production line up to the
next crusher, grinding mll or storage bin.

(2) screening operations, bucket elevators, and belt
conveyors in the production |line dowstream of wet mning
oper ations, where such screeni ng operations, bucket
el evators, and belt conveyors process saturated materials up
to the first crusher, grinding mll, or storage bin in the
production |ine.

5. Section 60.675 is anended by revising paragraph (b)
i ntroductory text; redesignating paragraphs (c), (c)(1),
(c)(2), and (c)(3) as paragraphs (c)(1), (c)(1)(i), (ii),
and (iii) and addi ng new paragraphs (c)(2), (c)(3), (c)(4),

(g), and (h) to read as foll ows:
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8 60.675 Test nmethods and procedures.

* * * * *

(b) The owner or operator shall determ ne conpliance
with the particulate matter standards in 860.672(a) as
fol | ows:

ok ok % %

(c) * *» *

(2) In determ ning conpliance with the opacity of
stack em ssions from any baghouse that controls em ssions
only from an individual enclosed storage bin under
860. 672(f) of this subpart, using Method 9, the duration of
the Method 9 observations shall be 1 hour (ten 6-mnute
aver ages) .

(3) Wen determning conpliance with the fugitive
em ssions standard for any affected facility described under
860. 672(b) of this subpart, the duration of the Method 9
observations may be reduced from 3 hours (thirty 6-mnute
averages) to 1 hour (ten 6-minute averages) only if the
foll ow ng conditions apply:

(i) There are no individual readings greater than 10
percent opacity; and

(ii) There are no nore than 3 readi ngs of 10 percent
for the 1-hour period.

(4) Wen determning conpliance with the fugitive
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em ssions standard for any crusher at which a capture system
is not used as described under 860.672(c) of this subpart,
the duration of the Method 9 observations may be reduced
from3 hours (thirty 6-m nute averages) to 1 hour (ten 6-
m nute averages) only if the follow ng conditions apply:

(i) There are no individual readings greater than 15
percent opacity; and

(ii) There are no nore than 3 readings of 15 percent
for the 1-hour period.

* * * * *

(g If, after 30 days notice for an initially
schedul ed performance test, there is a delay (due to
operational problens, etc.) in conducting any reschedul ed
performance test required in this section, the owner or
operator of an affected facility shall submt a notice to
the Adm nistrator at |least 7 days prior to any reschedul ed
per f ormance test.

(h) Initial Method 9 performance tests under 860.11 of
this part and 860. 675 of this subpart are not required for:

(1) wet screening operations and subsequent screening
operations, bucket elevators, and belt conveyors that
process saturated material in the production line up to, but
not including the next crusher, grinding mll or storage
bi n.

(2) screening operations, bucket elevators, and belt
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conveyors in the production |ine downstream of wet m ning
operations, that process saturated materials up to the first
crusher, grinding mll, or storage bin in the production
l'ine.

6. Section 60.676 is anmended by renoving and reserving
paragraph (b); revising paragraph (f); revising and
redesi gnati ng paragraph (g) as paragraph (j); and addi ng new
par agraphs (g), (h) and (1).
8§ 60.676 Reporting and recordkeeping.

* * * * *

(b) Renoved and reserved.

(f) The owner or operator of any affected facility
shall submt witten reports of the results of al
performance tests conducted to denonstrate conpliance with
the standards set forth in 860.672 of this subpart,

i ncluding reports of opacity observations nmade usi ng Met hod
9 to denonstrate conpliance with 860.672(b), (c), and (f),
and reports of observations using Method 22 to denonstrate
conpliance with 860.672(e).

(g) The owner or operator of any screening operation,
bucket elevator, or belt conveyor that processes saturated
material and is subject to 860.672(h) and subsequently

processes unsaturated materials, shall submt a report of
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this change within 30 days follow ng such change. This
screeni ng operation, bucket elevator, or belt conveyor is
then subject to the 10 percent opacity limt in 860.672(b)
and the em ssion test requirenents of 860.11 and this
subpart. Likew se a screening operation, bucket el evator,
or belt conveyor that processes unsaturated material but
subsequent|ly processes saturated material shall submt a
report of this change within 30 days foll ow ng such change.
Thi s screening operation, bucket elevator, or belt conveyor
is then subject to the no visible emssion limt in
860.672(h).

(h) The Subpart A requirenment under 860.7(a)(2) for
notification of the anticipated date of initial startup of
an affected facility shall be waived for owners or operators

of affected facilities regulated under this subpart.

(1) Anotification of the actual date of initial
startup of each affected facility shall be submtted to the
Adm ni strator.

(1) For a conbination of affected facilities in a
production line that begin actual initial startup on the
sanme day, a single notification of startup may be submtted
by the owner or operator to the Admnistrator. The
notification shall be postmarked within 15 days after such

date and shall include a description of each affected



54
facility, equipnent manufacturer, and serial nunber of the
equi pnent, if avail abl e.

(2) For portable aggregate processing plants, the
notification of the actual date of initial startup shal
i nclude both the home office and the current address or
| ocation of the portable plant.

(j) The requirenents of this section remain in force
until and unl ess the Agency, in del egating enforcenent
authority to a State under section 111(c) of the Act,
approves reporting requirenents or an alternative neans of
conpliance surveillance adopted by such States. In that
event, affected facilities within the State wll be relieved
of the obligation to conply with the reporting requirenents
of this section, provided that they conply with requirenents

established by the State.



